Introduction
The defining feature of contested states, also labelled "de facto states" (Pegg 1998; Bahcheli, Bartmann and Srebrnik 2004; Lynch 2004; Berg and Toomla 2009; Casperson 2009; Toomla 2016) , is that their claims to statehood are widely challenged by existing (or confirmed) states. As a consequence they all suffer a deficit of international recognition of their purported statehood. The lack of recognition varies considerably, but they have all fallen short of collective recognition in the shape of full United Nations membership (Geldenhuys 2009 ).
The proclamation in 2014 of the Islamic State of Iraq and Syria, subsequently renamed the Islamic State (IS), brought the number of contemporary contested states to eleven. The Republic of China (Taiwan) is the doyen among them, having experienced contested statehood since 1949. The Sahrawi Arab Democratic Republic (Western Sahara) acquired this status in 1976. The Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus joined the ranks in 1983, followed by Palestine in 1988. Kosovo and Somaliland assumed a similar status in 1991, while the four Eurasian contested states of Abkhazia, South Ossetia, Nagorno Karabkh and Transdnistria emerged between 1991 and 1999. The IS had strictly speaking entered the league when it first proclaimed its statehood in parts of Iraq in 2006, but this move was not taken seriously in the Middle East or farther afield. It was only after the IS movement effectively reproclaimed statehood in June 2014 -then with extensive territory in Iraq and Syria under its control -that the international community awoke to the brutal reality of the entity that styled itself an Islamic caliphate 2 . In this article the focus will be on the Islamic State in its post-2014 incarnation, which ended in November 2017 with the violent destruction of its physical presence in Iraq and Syria.
To be sure, the eleven territories have not been the only contested states in recent times. From its birth in the 1930s the Japanese "puppet state" of Manchukuo fell in this category, joined by the Nazi-backed State of Croatia during the Second World War. In the 1960s Katanga, Biafra and Rhodesia all had their self-declared statehood rejected by the world community, as did South Africa's four "homeland states" (Transkei, Bophuthatswana, Venda and Ciskei) in the 1970s and 1980s and the Republic of Ichkeria (Chechnya) and Republika Srpska in the 1990s. Some of these cases will be alluded to in the present article, but the IS state will be compared mainly with the existing contested states.
The purpose of the inquiry is to illustrate that the IS state had features in common with today's other contested states but it also displayed characteristics that set it apart. The key to identifying these similarities and differences lies in the formal criteria for statehood in international law, supplemented by requirements derived from prevailing international norms and state practice.
Because detailed case studies of the ten other pretender states have been conducted elsewhere 3 , it will suffice to summarize the findings relating to their international status and use these as a basis for comparison with the physical IS polity.
Criteria for Statehood in International Law and State Practice
The 1933 Montevideo Convention on Rights and Duties of States reflects customary international law on what constitutes a state. As a subject of international law (i.e. an entity recognized as being capable of exercising international rights and duties), a state should meet four requirements: a permanent population, a defined territory, a government and a capacity to enter into relations with other states (Crawford 2015, 281) .
The first criterion means that an aspirant state must have "some population linked to a specific piece of territory on a more or less permanent basis and who can be regarded in general parlance as its inhabitants" (Dixon 2000, 107-108) . The permanence of a population does not imply that people cannot migrate from or to a state. Nor does international law specify that the population of a state should share significant commonalities that render them a distinct people in terms of language, culture, religion or descent; they merely find themselves living on a particular national territory. Neither international law nor state practice lays down any minimum or maximum standard for population size.
A defined territory simply means that a state "must have some definite physical existence that marks it out clearly from its neighbours" (Dixon 2000, 108) . Borders demarcate the area in which government powers are exercised. There need not be absolute certainty over the extent of a state's territory and boundaries may also change. International law does not prescribe the minimum or maximum size of a state's territory, nor does state practice suggest any guidelines.
Government, in Crawford's (1979, 42) view, should be treated as "the most important single criterion for statehood", upon which all others depend. "Effective government" is, for instance, the basis for a state's capacity to enter into relations with other states. By effectiveness is meant that a government should be "in general control of its territory, to the exclusion of other entities"; the "control" should in turn include "some degree of maintenance of law and order" (Crawford 1979, 45-6; Dixon 2000, 108) In practice, seriously defective government capacity has not prevented the emergence of new states or their international recognition; consider the wholesale decolonization of Africa from the 1960s and more recently the birth of new states from the dissolution of Yugoslavia. Some of these were portrayed as entities that acquired juridical statehood without possessing empirical statehood (Jackson 1990, 24-5) .
The ability to enter into relations with other states, the final Montevideo criterion, can only be exercised to the full if the entity concerned has been admitted to the international community of confirmed states. James (1986, 24-5,266 ) maintained that an entrance requirement is constitutional independence, which he equated with sovereignty. Although neither independence nor sovereignty is mentioned by name in the Montevideo Convention, modern statehood is simply inconceivable without them. Constitutional independence, according to James, means that "a state's constitution is not part of a larger constitutional arrangement". Once an entity's constitutional separateness has been established, it can become sovereign "and thus ready, if it and others wish it, to join in the usual kind of international activity".
The relevance of sovereignty in the determination of statehood is con-firmed by the (Badinter) Arbitration Commission of the European Conference on Yugoslavia. In 1991 it defined a state as …a community which consists of a territory and a population subject to an organised political authority… [and] is characterised by sovereignty (Quoted by Shaw 2009, 198) .
Although there is no single, universally accepted meaning of the term "sovereignty", international lawyers and political scientists commonly break it down into internal and external dimensions. The former refers to a state's supreme legal authority to govern itself and is tantamount to constitutional independence. Max Huber shared this view by declaring that independence in a specific part of the world means "the right to exercise therein, to the exclusion of any other state, the functions of a state" (Quoted by Scott 2017, 29) . Independence is the essence of external sovereignty too, construed as "the right of the state freely to determine its relations with other states or other entities without the restraint or control of another state" (Mugerwa 1968, 253) .
Crawford (1979, distinguished between formal and actual independence. The first, also known as legal independence, obtains where the powers of government in domestic and foreign affairs are vested in the authorities of the state. What could derogate from a state's formal independence, is a claim from another state to exercise governmental powers over that entity. A case in point is China's claim of the right to rule Taiwan, which compromises the latter's claims to statehood. Actual or effective independence was defined by Crawford (1979, 56-7) as …the minimum degree of real governmental power at the disposal of the authorities of the putative State, necessary for it to qualify as 'independent'. This form of independence is synonymous with autonomy, a relative and informal category that involves the freedom of states to make policy choices and set their own rules -a quality that is increasingly circumscribed in an interdependent world. This reality does not translate into the erosion of legal authority, though.
A situation that may undermine a state's actual and in some instances also its formal (legal) independence is substantial illegality of origin. This could arise when an entity comes into being in violation of basic rules of international law, such as the illegal use of force. It is firmly established in international law that territory may not be validly acquired through an illegal resort to force. Where such an entity then claims statehood, there is a presumption against its independence and thus grounds for its non-recognition by confirmed states. Take the case of the state of Manchukuo created by Japan on Chinese soil in the 1930s. Another illegal origin under international law is racial discrimination, as with Rhodesia and South Africa's four homeland states during the apartheid era. The denial of the fundamental right of self-determination of the black majorities in Rhodesia and South Africa also played a role in these cases of external non-recognition (Grant 1999, 441-2) .
Additional normative criteria for statehood have gained currency especially in the wake of the Cold War. What matters is not merely the effectiveness of government, but also its legitimacy. The latter depends on the form of authority and the government's treatment of the population. New states, specifically those emerging from the ruins of Yugoslavia, were required to have democratic governments observing individual human rights and minority rights. Although it may be premature to claim a right to democracy under international law, all governments are already under an obligation to uphold at least the core of basic human rights (Allen 2000, 204; Strydom and Gevers 2016, 41-2; Grant 1999, 443-4) .
The issue of de jure recognition (or non-recognition more specifically) is at the core of contested statehood. The mere existence of such entities points to the influence of the constitutive theory of statehood, which posits that an entity meeting the basic (Montevideo) criteria of statehood …is not a state and thus not a member of the international community until it is 'constituted' as such through the actions of other members of the international community recognising it as a state (Shearer 2000, 113) .
In short, 'recognition constitutes the state" (Strydom and Gevers 2016, 42 ; original emphasis). The declaratory theory of statehood by contrast holds that an entity can become a state if it meets the so-called objective criteria enshrined in the Montevideo Convention, even if its statehood is not recognized by other countries (Strydom and Gevers 2016, 42,47; Scott 2017, 21) . Although recognition is not a precondition for statehood in international law, Crawford (2015, 289) pointed out, "it provides evidence of legal status and may be of particular importance in particular cases", such as secession outside the colonial context.
Multilateral organizations are responsible for collective recognition or, conversely, collective non-recognition of statehood. None is more important than the UN, the global forum of states. Admission to full UN membership (and not merely observer status) is tantamount to universal de jure recogni-tion. The community of states thereby signals its readiness to treat the new member as a full-fledged state with all the attendant rights, duties and responsibilities both within the UN and beyond. Membership of the UN may also facilitate a new state's entry into other multilateral organizations. UN membership is therefore commonly viewed as the "birth certificate" of a state (Allen 2000, 202; Dugard 1987, 41-122) . The UN has on several occasions opted for collective non-recognition of a claimant's statehood; it applies to all current contested states, although the UN General Assembly has recognized Palestine's right or title to statehood and given it non-member observer state status but not full membership (Scott 2017, 24) .
Attributes and Categories of Contested Statehood
Case studies of ten of the eleven contested states (the IS state being the exception) have identified a set of salient features of their disputed statehood (Geldenhuys 2009, 234-42) .
First, all contested states have settled populations, but in many cases questions can be asked about the inhabitants' support for and loyalty to their entities' self-proclaimed or externally imposed statehood. Had they freely exercised their right of (internal) self-determination?
Second, the boundaries of contested states are disputed in a very fundamental way: since their right of existence as separate, independent states is in most cases challenged by their original or parent states and others, their borders are not generally recognized as legal and legitimate frontiers separating them from other states. Instead, the territories of most of the contested states are widely regarded as integral parts of existing states.
Third, the governments of many contested states may meet the criterion of effectiveness in terms of controlling their territories and populations and some also live up to democratic standards of government. Still, the rulers' right to govern is widely disputed from abroad -a corollary of international rejection of these entities' right of statehood. Even if a contested state is factually separate and independent of another constitutional entity and may possess empirical statehood, it lacks juridical statehood conferred from outside through de jure recognition.
Fourth, contested states as a rule have the desire and ability to enter into the standard range of official relations with confirmed states, but the latter deny them the opportunity by withholding de jure recognition.
Fifth, the sovereignty of contested states is strongly disputed. True, most of them enjoy internal sovereignty (having their own constitutions sep-arate from any external constitutional order), but other states challenge their very right to create and operate their own institutions of government separate from their original states. The latter typically assert a right to govern their break-away entities. What also detracts from the independence of many contested states, is their substantially illegal origins.
There were additional factors supporting international rejection of contested states' claims to statehood. One is the general commitment to the international law principle of maintaining the territorial integrity of existing states and, coupled with that, an aversion to unilateral secession. Since secession is widely regarded as an illegitimate if not always illegal origin of statehood, the products of such action may well find themselves condemned to life in international limbo. This "birth defect" accounts in large measure for the contested statehood of Abkhazia, South Ossetia, Transdnistria, Nagorno Karabkh, Kosovo and Somaliland. The Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus has also suffered the consequences of illegal origins: it owed its birth to Turkey's military invasion and occupation of the northern part of Cyprus in 1974 (The contested statehood of Taiwan, Palestine and the Sahrawi Arab Democratic Republic cannot be attributed to clearly illegal origins).
While a lack of international recognition is the defining feature of contested states, it must be emphasized that the recognition deficit varies. Several levels of formal recognition or non-recognition can be distinguished; a contested state can fall in more than one category (Geldenhuys 2009, 25-6 ).
Titular recognition: there is wide formal acceptance (at multilateral level) of a claimant's right or title to statehood, but the juridical shell of statehood has little empirical substance. There is no full UN membership either. Palestine and the Sahrawi Arab Democratic Republic are cases in point.
• Partial recognition: a putative state receives de jure recognition from a majority of states (Kosovo) or a minority (Taiwan) but lacks UN membership.
• Paltry recognition: a contested state is recognized by only a few established states and remains excluded from the UN. Biafra in the 1970s (recognized by five states) and Chechnya (one recognition) are examples.
• Patron recognition: only its patron or creator state recognizes a contested state. This applies to the Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus and South Africa's four homeland states, as well as South Ossetia and Abkhazia.
• Peer recognition: contested states recognize each other (a status that can be combined with patron recognition), as with Nagorno Karabakh and Transdnistria. Needless to say, UN membership does not apply in the cases of paltry, patron and peer recognition.
• Zero recognition: an entity's purported statehood is not formally recognized by either other contested states or confirmed states. Somaliland finds itself in this position, as had Katanga and Rhodesia.
The Origins of the IS as a Movement and Physical State
The IS's contested statehood can be attributed in part to the origins of the movement and its self-proclaimed Islamic caliphate: both were grounded in the ideology of jihadi-Salafism. Salafism was a particular school of Islamic political thought within Sunni Islam dating back to medieval times (Bunzel 2015, 7-8; Stern and Berger 2015, xi,xii,268) . Salafism took the Qur'an as the basis for the political, legal and social orders in society so as to attain "a complete Muslim life" (Solomon 2015, 177-8) . The model polity required for this purpose was said to be the original Islamic state established by the Prophet Muhammed in Medina in 622, and the successor Islamic caliphates that exercised power over the four decades after his death. The period of the salaf-al-salih or rightly guarded caliphs was then presented as the pristine age of Islam (Ayoob 2016, 1; Stern and Berger 2015, 258; Danforth 2015, 1) . Emulating the Prophet, the caliphs assumed the dual roles of custodian of religion and regulator of community affairs according to principles of faith. (The word caliph, derived from the Arabic khalifah, means vice-regent, deputy or successor.) (Salazar 2014, 1-5; Solomon 2016a, 440 .) The jihadi element (jihad being Arabic for struggle) of the IS's founding ideology justified the use of violence to achieve Salafist ideals. Towards the end of the 20 th century, violent Islamist movements influenced by the activism of Egypt's Muslim Brotherhood (formed in 1928) and "Salafi exclusivism", emerged in the Middle East. They were the forerunners of jihadi-Salafi groups like Al-Qaeda and the IS movement, which sought to overthrow established governments in the region and replace them with Islamic regimes and ultimately restore the caliphate -as a political-religious empire -by violent means (Bunzel 2015, 7-9; Lekas 2015, 317; Stern and Berger 2015, xi-xii) .
The IS movement was an outgrowth of Al-Qaeda in Iraq (AQI) that was established in 1999 (Solomon 2016b, 2; Stern and Berger 2015, 58) . In 2006 the ISI (Islamic State of Iraq), as the organization was then known, announced the establishment of a physical state by the same name and proclaimed a jihadi commander Abu 'Umar al-Baghdadi as leader of the new polity. Its founders portrayed the entity as a proto-caliphate for the Muslims of the world, and Baghdadi presented himself as caliph-in-waiting (Bunzel 2015, 17-18; McCants 2015, 15-16; Solomon 2016b, 2) . Thus began the first phase in the life of the IS state, extending over the years 2006 to 2013.
The choice of Iraq as the territorial base of the purported state was of course not accidental. Iraq had degenerated into anarchy after US-led coalition forces toppled President Saddam Hussein in April 2003. The installation of a Shiite-dominated successor government in 2005 failed abysmally to restore law, order and peace. Instead, it intensified tensions between the Sunni and Shiite communities. This unsettled situation created an irresistible opportunity for the IS movement to establish a foothold in Iraq (Rosiny 2014, 2; Evertse 2016, 25-6; Todenhöfer 2015, 9; Isakhan 2015, 225-30) . Although the purported state had precious little land and no major urban centre under effective control (McCants 2015, 38,135) , it created official institutions such as a cabinet and several ministries (including Media Affairs, War, Oil, Agriculture and Fisheries, and Health) as well as Shari'a courts presided over by Muslim judges dispensing Islamic law. An important component of local administration was the da'wah office that took charge of education and the preaching of the IS movement's version of "pure Islam" (Solomon 2016b, 2-3; Bunzel 2015, 19) . In 2007 the IS acquired its own flag. Bearing the seal of the Prophet, the flag was not merely a symbol of IS statehood but also a harbinger of a future caliphate (McCants 2015, 22) .
Despite trappings of statehood, the new polity was little more than a "paper state". Apart from a lack of territorial control, the IS authorities failed to gain a monopoly of violence or to provide consistent public services. There were also divisions between different jihadi-Salafi groups in Iraq and between Al-Qaeda in Iraq and the leadership of the IS movement (Bunzel 2015, 17-24; McCants 2015, 42,73) . Internationally, little attention was paid to the struggling polity. The killing of Abu Umar al-Baghdadi by American and Iraqi forces in 2010 further undermined what little legitimacy and credibility the IS state had. He was succeeded by Abu Bakr al-Baghdadi (Bunzel 2015, 19-23) .
The IS as a purported state gained a new lease on life in 2013 with its formal extension into Syria (known in Arabic as Sham), which was engulfed in civil war and saw the retreat of the Syrian state from large parts of the national territory. The groundwork for the expansion had been prepared since 2011, when Abu Bakr al-Baghdadi dispatched jihadi fighters to Syria to join the armed conflict (Martin and Solomon 2017, 2) . In 2012 a drastic escalation of violence in Iraq coincided with a resurgence of the IS movement there. Its fighters invaded western Iraq and captured most of the country's Sunni areas, including Iraq's second largest city, Mosul. In March 2013 the insurgents also took the Syrian town of Raqqa. Reflecting the new realities on the ground, the movement's name was changed to the Islamic State of Iraq and Syria in April 2013 (Martin and Solomon 2017, 1; Isakhan, 2017, 268) . In early 2014 an increasingly confident leadership officially broke its association with Al-Qaeda, followed by a reproclamation of an Islamic state in June 2014 -this time explicitly calling itself a caliphate. Abu Bakr al-Baghdadi assumed the title of Caliph Ibrahim.
Unlike in 2006, the IS in 2014 "had the money, fighters, weapons, and land to make a plausible case that it was the [original] caliphate reborn" (McCants 2015, 123) . Raqqa was declared the IS state's capital in Syria, alongside Mosul as its capital in Iraq (Stern and Berger 2015, 44-6) .
Because the IS in its 2014 manifestation was a self-declared global Islamic caliphate and therefore presumably not hemmed in by national borders and a territorially confined population, it could be argued that the entity should not be assessed as a state in the conventional (Montevideo) sense. On the other side of the ledger, the IS formally declared itself a state and assumed typical state-like features. Its supranational founding ideology does not cancel out its state-related characteristics either. In this regard the Soviet Union provides some analogy. Its founding Marxist ideology envisaged a dictatorship of the proletariat pending the "withering away of the state". When the highest stage of communism was reached, the state (as a coercive enforcer of law) would become obsolete. Far from becoming a non-state (or post-state) entity, the Soviet Union constructed a totalitarian state with an imperialist complexion (Raico 2017; Hardcastle 1946; Stucka 1924 ).
The IS State and the Criteria for Statehood
The next step in the analysis is to measure the IS state founded in 2014 against the legal and political requirements for statehood set out earlier and applied cursorily to ten of today's contested states (Coleman 2014, 75-80; Bellew 2015, 260-6; Waltman 2016, 828-30) .
Territory
As a global caliphate the IS polity was supposed to be a borderless entity, but it had a territorial base. At its height, the IS state was more or less in control of approximately one-third of the national territories of both Syria and Iraq. The areas coincided with the Sunni heartland that straddled the border between the two countries (Martin and Solomon 2017, 16,18,27; Gaier 2016, 9-11; Tomuschat 2015, 223) . In size, the IS territory has been compared variously to that of the United Kingdom (241,590 sq km) (Solomon 2016b, 6) , Austria (82,444 sq km) (Tarras-Wahlberg 2016, 6) and Belgium (30,278 sq km) (Chikhi 2015, 2) . These widely varying estimates of the IS polity's geographic size reflected the provisional nature of the boundaries amid the ebb and flow of open warfare.
While the IS state managed to establish itself as "a de facto territorial power" in parts of Iraq and Syria (Tomuschat 2015, 223) , a critical consideration is that this was a political entity "superimposed over the formal boundaries" of these countries and operating in complete disregard of their recognized borders (Ollivant and Kelly, quoted by Tomuschat 2015, 223) . Its acquisition of territory came about through a combination of conquest by IS military forces and involuntary cession caused by the lawful owners' lack of power (Rosiny 2014, 6) . Founded on territory acquired through the illegal use of force meant that the IS state had a fatal birth defect -albeit not a unique one among contested states.
Proving its ability to exert effective control of territory was for the IS movement a test of its credibility (Armacanqui 2016, 2) and also fed its caliphate rhetoric (Martin and Solomon 2017, 17) . Such control was vital for economic reasons too because -as will be illustrated below -the conquered territory was rich in natural resources (Martin and Solomon 2017, 19-20) .
Expanding and lasting control over the "core caliphate" in Iraq and Syria was for the IS leadership only a prelude to extending its territorial base by gaining control over other countries in the Middle East, including Jordan, Lebanon, Palestine, Israel and southern Turkey. The IS movement's ultimate goal was the establishment of a universal caliphate through a holy war on a global scale (Martin and Solomon 2017, 1-2,27-8; "The Third Front" 2016) . Meanwhile the IS movement proclaimed wilayats (provinces) in Libya, Egypt, Algeria, West Africa (through its association with Boko Haram) and even in Russia's Caucasus region (Martin and Solomon 2017, 27-8; Stern and Berger 2015, 200; McCants 2015, 141) . Most of these provinces existed in name only, falling outside effective IS control.
The IS state had since late 2016 lost vast chunks of territory to a host of enemy formations that included deployments from the US, Russia and Iran as well as government forces and militias in Iraq and Syria. These military operations culminated in the liberation of most of the IS-held territories, including Raqqa and Mosul, by November 2017 (BBCNews 2017; Ward 2017; Lockie 2017).
In international law, a putative state need not have fixed and final borders; consider, for instance, the inconclusive borders of South Sudan at the time of independence in 2011. In the case of the IS state, however, its occupa-tion of foreign territory was challenged by force by the two states from which the land had been seized (Iraq and Syria), backed by various foreign powers and non-state militias. "Such a fluid and unclear situation", Tomuschat (2015, 229) argued, "does not permit the characterization of the land factually controlled by the IS at any given moment as its 'national' territory". The essential requirements of "stability and continuity" were lacking when dealing with an "entity on wheels" whose fortunes depended on military success or failure. The contestation over territory was a corollary of the more fundamental global rejection of IS polity's very right of statehood.
Population
As a self-proclaimed caliphate, the IS presented itself as the home of the ummah, meaning the entire body of 1.5 billion Muslim believers worldwide. The IS leadership called on all Muslims everywhere to pay obedience to Caliph Ibrahim as their leader and God's deputy on earth (Solomon 2016b , 3: Delphin 2016 . This aspiration was, however, not endorsed by any existing state and cannot be equated with a permanent population residing on the territory of the IS. Still, the IS polity at its peak had a settled population of about 10 million in the areas of Iraq and Syria over which it held sway (Solomon 2016a, 5; Stern and Berger 2015, 51) . Towards the end of 2016 that figure may have declined to around 6 million as it lost territory (Solomon 2016b, 3) .
Whatever their number, the fact is that the people under the control of the IS state had "never been asked in a reliable and ascertainable manner" whether they approved of their Islamic rulers. Moreover, while an armed conflict is raging, "the population of an occupied territory cannot be transformed by force into the 'people' of that territory", Tomuschat (2015, 229) pointed out.
It should be acknowledged that there was probably some popular support for the IS regime based on religious and historical grounds. The IS movement's adoption of the traditional Islamic notion of a caliphate resonated with Muslims "longing for cultural authenticity, religious purity, and political unity", Rosiny (2014, 1) explained. In like vein McBride (in Stern and Berger 2015, 279) viewed the restoration of the caliphate as more than just symbolic:
…it is unquestionably an attempt to return to an idealized form of government understood to have existed in an era when the Muslim world flourished.
These considerations help to explain why an estimated 20,000 people from roughly 90 countries had flocked to the IS state by 2016, whether to celebrate the reborn caliphate or take up arms to extend its writ across the region and beyond (Solomon 2016b, 1) . More pragmatically, inhabitants of the IS-controlled regions may have been won over by the IS overlords' ability to present their government as preferable to the oppression or neglect that had characterized the previous rule from Damascus and Baghdad (Solomon 2016b, 20; Bunzel 2015, 36) .
Government
Although never regarded as a state in international law, the IS possessed a government structure (Solis 2015, 82) . Power was concentrated in the hands of Abu Bakr al-Baghdadi (Caliph Ibrahim), who was both the political and religious leader, and two deputies, one each for Iraq and Syria. They determined the overall aims and objectives of the government. The executive leadership also comprised a cabinet of eight ministers who headed the departments of state, and two councils. The more powerful Shura Council supervised matters of state and communicated top-level decisions down the chain of command for implementation. Its members were appointed by the Caliph. The Sharia Council was headed by the Caliph and charged with selecting future caliphs and directing all religious and judicial affairs. The Sharia Council also served as a quasi-intelligence agency (Armacanqui 2016, 6; Evertse 2016, 35) .
The second tier of government consisted of provinces -16 at one stage -each of which had an emir overseeing his region. The third level comprised local governments and administrative units (Evertse 2016, 35; Armacanqui 2016, 7-9; Bellew 2015, 258) . To extend their writ down to the grass-roots level, IS leaders also relied on so-called street-level bureaucrats. These were administrative and judicial officers and religious police who interacted directly and continuously with citizens and represented the main form of contact that many inhabitants had with the physical Islamic state (Armacanqui 2016, 10-11) .
The aspirant state ran over a dozen departments, including Public Services, Education, Health, Finances, Judicial Matters, Public Morality, Religious Police, Defence, Precious Resources and Agriculture. Some of these were new structures, reflecting IS's ideological agenda, whereas others were taken over from the retreating Iraqi and Syrian authorities (Solomon 2016b, 4; Armacanqui 2016, 5,15) . What its creators portrayed as a distinctive and authentic judicial system, relied on courts to apply traditional civil law and a strict version of Shari'a law (Evertse 2016, 36; Armacanqui 2016, 4) . The polity also displayed other symbols of statehood like its own flag and anthem and it issued passports (Rosiny 2014, 5) .
A critical arm of the state was the military. At one stage the IS state had around 31,000 fighters under its banner, with active military units stationed across its territory (Solomon 2016b, 20; Armacanqui 2016, 1) . The upper ranks were dominated by experienced professionals, many of whom had served in President Saddam Hussein's Iraqi defence force. Large numbers of foreign militants also joined IS forces (Stern and Berger 2015, 75-99; Delphin 2016, 1-55) . The abundance of sophisticated weapons in their arsenal allowed the IS militia to conduct both conventional and asymmetric warfare (Solomon 2016b, 26-7) .
When the IS movement seized territory from the Syrian or Iraqi state, it made determined efforts to build or rebuild a system of government to provide the inhabitants with security and welfare -in several instances actually superior to what the previous authorities delivered (Armacanqui 2016, 4-6) . In the name of state-building, the IS leadership launched infrastructure projects related to roads, water, sewage, electricity and public transport (Evertse 2016, 35-6; Solomon 2016b, 18) . At one point over 60% of the polity's expenditure was devoted to state-building projects (Martin and Solomon 2017, 28) . The IS state furthermore demonstrated an ability to run oil fields, power plants and dams in the areas captured from Iraq and Syria (Martin and Solomon 2017, 26) . Other public goods like education, housing, healthcare and food were also provided (Evertse 2016, 36; Martin and Solomon 2017, 11,16,27) . Improved security was effected by a "well-functioning policing security force" that clamped down heavily on crime (Armacanqui 2016, 6) .
Fortunately for the IS state, it had handsome financial resources for its civil and military endeavours. Well before the proclamation of the state-cum-caliphate in June 2014, the IS as organization had accumulated extensive wealth through supposedly private donations from Muslim countries, including Saudi Arabia, Qatar, Kuwait and Jordan. As the group conquered territory in Iraq and Syria, it gained control of its most valuable source of revenue, namely oil fields and refineries. The banks that IS fighters seized in their expansionist drives provided another lucrative source of income (Evertse 2016, 38-9; Solomon 2016b, 24-5; Isakhan 2015, 230) . Taxes were also levied on inhabitants of IS-controlled territories (Armacanqui 2016, 1) . In 2015 the IS generated an income of roughly US$ 2.4 billion and the assets under the movement's control were at the time estimated at over US$2 trillion (Martin and Solomon 2017, 1,18) . The IS has appropriately been called "the world's richest militant organization" (Evertse 2016, 39) .
The leaders of the IS state were not averse to other blatantly criminal forms of revenue generation such as kidnapping, extortion, smuggling of oil and other raw materials, the illicit sale of cultural artefacts, drug trafficking, human trafficking and organ trafficking (Evertse 2016, 39; Martin and Solomon 2017, 3,18-22) . Such activities rendered the IS polity a criminal state. It was not the only contested state to engage in the illicit economy; the Eurasian pretender states did likewise. Gross human rights abuses were so pervasive that they can be regarded as a key characteristic of IS rule. The authorities employed brute force to establish and maintain control and keep the populace in check. Civil liberties were further eroded by the al-Hisba religious police's enforcement of strict Islamic codes of behaviour (McCants 2015, 136-7; Armacanqui 2016, 6) . Where the movement captured areas with large non-Sunni populations, like the Yazidi region in Iraq and Mosul with its Christian community, it resorted to religious cleansing by way of expulsion, torture and mass executions. Women and children of the Yazidi community were also enslaved (Armacanqui 2016, 5; Melhem 2015; Isakhan, 2017, 274-5) .
A final feature of the IS government worth recording was its sophisticated use of propaganda or, stated more grandly, public diplomacy. The state's Al Hayat Media Centre drove a multimedia propaganda strategy that combined violent propaganda (to shock and terrorize audiences) with inviting images of the Promised Land being created in IS-controlled areas (to help recruit foreign co-religionists) (Evertse 2016, 40-2; Blaker 2015, 1-9; Melki and Jabado 2016, 94) . As Stern and Berger (2015, 3) put it, "ISIS has made a name on the marketing of savagery, evolving its message to sell a strange but potent new blend of utopianism and appalling carnage to a worldwide audience". The IS's propagandists were highly adept at spreading their messages through social media (including Facebook, Twitter, You Tube and Instagram) while at the same time producing more conventional publications such as Al-Naba (Arabic language), Dabiq (English), Constantinople (Turkish) and Rumiyah (English, French and other languages) and radio broadcasts in five languages (Ingram 2016; "Islamic State: Unfriended", 2015) .
The IS state had clearly established elaborate official structures and processes and had the manpower and money to discharge typical government functions (McCants 2015, 153) . The entity moreover enjoyed constitutional independence or internal sovereignty. But did the IS polity meet the international law requirement of effective government? Writing in 2015, Tomuschat (2015, 228) argued that IS rulers may well have performed some administrative functions effectively in particular areas like Raqqa and Mosul, but "the overall structure is still extremely shaky" due to ongoing warfare. He concluded that, because of "the lack of consolidated governmental authority", a new state could not and did not emerge in the territories claimed by the IS movement. If Tomuschat could be faulted for setting the bar too high in 2015, the IS state's serious loss of territory since late 2016 was fatal to any notion of consolidated governmental authority. Its wholesale abuse of human rights in territories under its control, terrorist activities, involvement in the illicit global economy and the wanton destruction of cultural treasures further undermined any IS claims to being a well governed polity worthy of international acceptance.
International relations
Like Somaliland, the IS state experienced zero recognition, the ultimate form of diplomatic isolation. But unlike Somaliland and today's other contested states, the IS state did not aspire to international recognition and acceptance into the global community of confirmed states. Recognition from "non-believer" states was superfluous to an Islamic entity bent on creating a borderless Muslim caliphate through a holy war against non-Muslims. If individual Muslim countries were to have recognized the IS state, the IS leadership presumably believed, they would automatically be incorporated into the caliphate. No existing Muslim state obliged (Rosiny 2014, 6; Martin and Solomon 2017, 14) .
Despite its lack of recognition, the IS state had some dealings with other countries. One was the sale of oil produced in territories it occupied. Turkey was reportedly a buyer (Martin and Solomon 2017, 19) . Private groups in several Muslim countries, it was noted earlier, provided funding for the IS movement. A range of non-official interactions between contested and confirmed states have indeed been common.
There were, however, some fundamental differences in the international status of the IS polity and other contested states. The world community was not willing to turn a blind eye to the existence of the IS state in the hope that it would disappear or become a containable "frozen conflict". Nor was there any collective inclination to delegate the search for a resolution of the conflicts over the IS state to countries in the immediate region. Instead, the UN Security Council became seized of the matter, designating the IS movement and its physical polity as a threat to international peace and security and elevating them to the top of the global security agenda between 2014 and 2017. Acting under Chapter VII of the UN Charter, the Security Council adopted a series of punitive measures against the IS movement-cum-state 4 .
The purpose was not to reform the IS state but to cause its demise, if not also that of the IS movement. The world community had in effect issued a death warrant against the IS polity, a relatively rare occurrence in the international politics of contested states.
The principal offence of which the UN Security Council repeatedly accused "the Islamic State in Iraq and the Levant (ISIL)", as it was called in Council resolutions, was the threat to international peace and security "caused by terrorist acts". The first such resolution, number 2170 of August 2014, reaffirmed earlier resolutions on the subject by declaring that terrorism in all its manifestations "constitutes one of the most serious threats to international peace and security" and that all acts of terrorism "are criminal and unjustifiable". Apart from ISIL, the resolution also mentioned the Al-Nusra Front (an Al-Qaeda affiliate in Syria), Al-Qaeda itself and its other associates. Resolution 2249 of November 2015 likewise referred to these organizations as endangering international peace and security, but added that ISIL "constitutes a global and unprecedented threat to international peace and security". Taken as a whole, the charge sheet compiled by the UN Security Council portrayed the IS -whether as a movement or a putative state -as a terrorist and criminal outcast that had no place in the community of states or in international civil society.
There were additional legal and political grounds on which existing states shunned the IS polity and supported its demise. An obvious reason was the movement's illegal use of force, aggression, conquest and the violation of the territorial integrity of Syria and Iraq in order to proclaim its caliphate (Amorós 2016, 13; Mulligan 2016, 78; Van der Vyver 2016, 533; Tomuschat 2015, 231) . As a state and a political-religious movement, the IS also threatened the security and stability of the immediate region and far beyond through the establishment of affiliates or "local franchises". In addition to the countries mentioned earlier, IS associates could be found in Afghanistan, Pakistan, Mali, Somalia, Tunisia, Lebanon, Jordan, the Philippines, Indonesia and Bangladesh (Solomon 2016b, 7-10; Gunaratna 2016 ; "Islamic State and the Crisis in Iraq and Syria in Maps" 2017).
A "legally confirmed moral standard" of statehood that the IS polity failed to meet, was that a state's legitimacy depended also on the self-determination of people. The IS polity was, however, not a colony achieving external self-determination. The population of IS-controlled territories were not given internal self-determination either, being denied the right to freely choose their form of government and political leadership (Amorós 2016, 11-14; Bellew 2015, 261-2; Yihdego 2015) .
Because the IS "deliberately distances itself from the world-wide standards of peace and justice", Tomuschat (2015, 231-2,240 ) maintained, it was not entitled to join the system that gave rise to these standards and to gain benefits from it. Excluded from the ranks of respectable states, the IS "can be treated as a criminal disturbance of international life" and its leaders and members should be prosecuted for war crimes and crimes against humanity. Other international lawyers and analysts added the charge of genocide, for which IS figures should also be held criminally accountable (Mantilla 2016, 451-68; Lekas 2015, 313-39; Waltman 2016, 818-36; Stern and Berger 2015, 115,210-16) .
Instructively, UN Human Rights Council reports in 2015 and 2016 affirmed that the IS had indeed perpetrated all three these international crimes against the Yazidi people in Iraq and Syria, while other non-Sunni religious communities in IS territories were also subjected to gross human rights abuses (Solis 2015, 70; Mantilla 2016, 459; McCants 2015, 112-13; Scharf 2016, 21) . Echoing Tomuschat, Yihdego (2015) argued that because the IS committed genocide, war crimes and crimes against humanity "as a strategy in an open and abhorrent fashion", it disqualified itself from being considered as an international actor eligible for the entitlements arising from statehood.
It is worth reiterating another of the IS's misdeeds, which has been depicted as cultural cleansing. A report prepared for Unesco in 2014 defined cultural cleansing as "an intentional strategy that seeks to destroy cultural diversity" through a combination of two actions: the deliberate targeting of individuals based on their "cultural, ethnic or religious background" and deliberate attacks "on their places of worship, memory and learning". These acts constitute war crimes and crimes against humanity and the perpetrators are hence prosecutable under international law (Hill 2016, 194) . The IS state has been manifestly guilty of systematically destroying cultural heritage and hence cultural diversity in the areas under its control. Among the cultural heritage sites destroyed by the IS in Iraq and Syria are Palmyra, Nimrud, Khorsabad, Jonah's Tomb, Hatra and the Mosul Museum and Library (Hill 2016, 196-200) .
What further offended the international community was the IS movement and state's violent pursuit of a global Muslim caliphate that would destroy the Westphalian system of sovereign states. Here, then, was the central paradox of the Islamic State: on the one hand it displayed the basic features of a state in international law -a government in control of a populated territorybut on the other hand it rejected the state-based international order (Amorós 2016, 9,14) . The movement regarded its self-proclaimed state as a launching pad for a holy war aimed at establishing a global theocratic empire (McCants 2015, 119) . As a result, Amorós (2016, 20-23) contended, "the survival of the Islamic State and the survival of the international society are mutually exclusive, as both are grounded on opposed views of the legitimacy of world order".
The UN Security Council, as suggested, was not content with issuing accusations and denunciations against the IS state/movement; it also decided on concrete actions. Resolution 2170 (2014) repeated previous statements that threats caused by terrorist acts needed to be combated "by all means" in accordance with the UN Charter and international law, with the UN "leading and coordinating this effort". The Council also declared that …terrorism can only be defeated by a sustained and comprehensive approach involving the active participation and collaboration of all States, and international and regional organizations (resolution 2199; also see resolution 2354 of 2017).
The Security Council accordingly instructed or requested states to take a range of actions against the IS, Al-Qaeda and other terrorist organizations. The list included the following measures (with some of the relevant resolutions cited):
• Several countries took to arms to annihilate the IS as a physical state. President Barack Obama, for instance, in September 2014 vowed that the US would "degrade and ultimately destroy" the self-proclaimed polity ("Libya: The Third Front" 2016; Stern and Berger 2015, 49; Armacanqui 2016, 1-3) . Two years later an American-led military offensive was indeed launched. The US was joined by a coalition of over 50 states, including Turkey, France, the United Kingdom, Belgium, Denmark, the Netherlands, Australia, Jordan, Bahrain, the United Arab Emirates, Qatar and Saudi Arabia. Air strikes against IS targets in Iraq and Syria were the preferred form of military action, with over 11,500 attacks launched between August 2014 and April 2017 (Coleman 2014, 79; Martin and Solomon 2017, 10,23; Scharf 2016, 15-17) . Russia, in defending the besieged regime of President Bashir al Assad in Syria, also turned its armed might on the IS state and its fighters, as did Iran (Martin and Solomon 2017, 82; Lockie 2017) .
In sum, international reactions to the IS movement and its state amounted to the establishment and operation of a de facto international regime, centred on the UN, to combat an exceptional rule-breaker among present international actors.
Conclusion
The IS state displayed three of the basic components of statehood in international law, namely territory, population and government. As with most other contested states, these features were internationally contested in the case of the IS entity too. Its recognition deficit was total, with no country willing to accord the IS state de jure recognition. This has also been the fate of Somaliland. These areas of similarity between the IS state and today's other contested states were, however, overshadowed by the singular features of the Islamic polity.
First, the Islamic State was a complex, hybrid entity: military force, transnational terrorist group, international criminal enterprise, state, caliphate and self-appointed defender of the Muslim faith worldwide (Solis 2015, 82; Stern and Berger 2015, 289; Yihdego 2015; Tomuschat 2015, 223) . Some other states have admittedly displayed one or more of these features (without compromising their statehood), but the IS was probably unique in being all these things at the same time.
Second, the IS movement and state provoked far greater international outrage than any of the other ten contested states had done in recent times; only Palestine and the Palestine Liberation Organization had courted global notoriety in the 1970s. One reason for the IS's infamy was its "public display of barbarism", such as the publicized beheading of captives (Stern and Berger 2015, 234) .
The IS state was, in the third place, not merely a theocracy; its entire system of government was based on a reign of terror. No other contemporary contested state could equal the IS's oppressive state apparatus.
Fourth, and unique among today's contested states, the IS polity pursued an aggressive and revisionist international agenda. It was committed to overturning the political status quo in its neighbourhood and beyond. Here was a jihadist actor bent on destroying the community of states while assuming the very form of its members (Amorós 2016, 23) .
As a consequence the IS state was, in the fifth instance, not interested in joining the community of states. Other contested states typically desire international acceptance.
Sixth, the UN and scores of individual states did not merely consign the IS state to international limbo through isolation (as with other contested states), but they launched a concerted campaign to destroy the IS polity. The international community judged that the IS state had been conceived, born and raised in sin and could not be "civilized" or reformed by peacefully engaging with it.
The seventh contrast was that the IS state was doomed to a much shorter life -three-and-a-half years -than any of the other ten contested states. But even if the IS has been completely destroyed as a state-like entity, its foundational idea of a global Muslim caliphate for the ummah will probably survive and be pursued by some other organization sooner or later (Amorós 2016, 25; Chikhi 2015, 1-10) . More ominously, the demise of the IS state will not spell the end of the IS as a terrorist formation. Having created "a whole new generation of militant Islamists who are spreading like wildfire" (Isakhan 2015, 232) , with a foreign network of terrorist affiliates, the IS may well embark on a new wave of terror over a wide front and so continue to endanger international peace and security.
Finally, the fate of the IS state confirms two lessons that aspirant state-founders can learn from today's other contested states: the world community is not amenable to state creation through aggression and secession, and contested statehood is rarely a way-station to confirmed statehood.
